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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the Amendment on 10/4/07. Applicant's arguments have 
been fully considered but are moot in view of the new grounds of rejections. 

2. Claims 1-36 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

4. In claim 1 , the limitation "only if a workflow is successfully completed by a first 
workflow engine for an execution-requesting client, sending a notification to the execution- 
requesting client", is indefinite because in dependent claim 8, it has a further limitation of 
"sending a notification to the execution-requesting client if the workflow is completed by the 
second workflow engine ", which is contradictory and thus unclear. It is unclear whether a 
notification is really only sent if a workflow is successfully completed by a first workflow 
engine. In other words, claim 1 limits that sending a notification can only occur upon a 
successful completion by a first workflow engine. However, dependent claim 8 states that a 
notification can be sent upon completion by a second workflow engine. This is contradictory 
and thus the scope of the claim cannot be ascertained, and therefore, should be rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, 2 nd paragraph. In addition, claim 1 states sending a workflow assignment message 
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in response to the second workflow engine alone completes the workflow. The said message 
could also be interpreted as a "notification", therefore, making the claim language unclear and 
indefinite. 

5. Claims 2-8 are rejected as being dependent claims of rejected claim 1 . 

6. Claims 9-36 are rejected for similar reasons as stated in the rejection of claims 1-8 above. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-3, 9-11, 17-18, 22-23, 27-28, and 32-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Campbell et al. (hereinafter Campbell) (US 2001/0024497 Al) 
in view of Kitagawa et al. (hereinafter Kitagawa) (US 6,578,159 Bl), and further in view of 
Hayashi et al. (hereinafter Hayashi) (US 5,832,455). 

8. As to claim 1, Campbell teaches a method to be performed by a data processing system to 
improve fault tolerance ([0044], Abstract) comprising: 

providing distributed queuing of workflows (workflow manager), whose execution is 
requested by one or more execution-requesting clients, among a plurality of workflow engines 
(page 5, [0084] \ page 6 } [0085])\ 
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9. In the citations shown above, Campbell teaches a first workflow engine for an execution- 
requesting client. However, Campbell is silent on sending a notification if a workflow is 
successfully completed. 

10. Kitagawa teaches queuing of workflows and sending a notification to the requesting 
client such as a "normal completion notice" when the workflow is successfully completed (col. 
8, lines 43-53). Kitagawa's "normal completion" relates to the Applicant's successful 
completion while Kitagawa's "abnormal completion" relates to the Applicant's unsuccessful 
completion of the workflow. 

1 1 . One of ordinary skill in the art would have known to modify Campbell's workflow 
system such that it could recognize when its workflows are successfully completed (normal 
completion) by using a notification means. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have 
been that identifying between successfully completed (normal completion) workflows and 
unsuccessfully completed (abnormal completion) workflows would provide the predicted result 
of allowing for identification of workflows of normal or abnormal completions. such that 
abnormal completions could be handled accordingly (such as error recovery, as only one 
example) to improve processing (col. 1, lines 6-12). 

12. Campbell and Kitagawa are silent on assigning workflow to a second workflow engine 
by sending it a work assignment message, wherein the second workflow engine alone completes 
the workflow. 

However, Hayashi teaches a workflow system such that if a task is a failure or not 
completely successful, it is then put in a failure state, and another executing means is assigned to 
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recover the task from the failure state (see claim 1). This is all done without sending a 
notification message. 

Campbell, Kitagawa and Hayashi are all analogous art because they are in the same field 
of endeavor of workflow processing. One of ordinary skill in the art would have known to 
modify Campbell and Kitagawa' s workflow system such that when a workflow is a failure or not 
successfully completed, another executing means gets assigned, without receiving a 
"notification", to recover and complete the workflow. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to be able to provide the 
predicted result of enabling workflow management that would recover the failed/unsuccessfully 
completed workflows. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
Campbell, Kitagawa, and Hayashi to obtain the invention of claim 1. 

13. As to claim 2, Campbell teaches wherein providing is performed by a load manager 
(workflow manager) (page 5, [0084], page 6, [0085]). 

14. As to claim 3, Campbell teaches wherein the load manager comprises a commercially 
available middleware product (page 15, [0208]). 

15. As to claims 9-11, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of 
claims 1-3, respectively. 
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16. As to claim 17, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1. In 
addition, Campbell teaches the computer operating in a fault-tolerant manner and requesting a 
workflow execution on behalf of a client (page 2, [0043] and [0044], page 4 } [0061] and 
[0063]). 

17. As to claims 18, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 2. 

18. As to claim 22, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 17. 

19. As to claim 23, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 2. 

20. As to claim 27, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 17. 

21. As to claim 28, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 2. 

22. As to claims 32-33, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejections of 
claims 22-23. 

23. Claims 4-8, 12-16, 19-21, 24-26, 29-31, and 34-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Campbell et al. (hereinafter Campbell) (US 2001/0024497 Al) 
in view of Kitagawa et al. (hereinafter Kitagawa) (US 6,578,159 Bl), in view of Hayashi et 
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al. (hereinafter Hayashi) (US 5,832,455), and further in view of Maffeis ("Middleware 
Support for Application-to-Application Wireless Messaging", July 2000). 

24. As to claim 4, Campbell teaches wherein the notification can be performed by email 
[0093]. Campbell, Kitagawa and Hayashi is silent in that that the message is performed by a 
certified message capability. However, Maffeis teaches sending messages by a 
certified/guaranteed message delivery (page 16, bullet points 2 and 3). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Campbell, Kitagawa and Hayashi's messages to have the capability of being certified or 
guaranteed because Maffeis states that it is appealing for transactions because the message is 
delivered to its destination in spite of network outages and failures of devices or message servers 
(page 16, bullet 2). 

25. As to claim 5, Campbell teaches that all communication types are workflow enabled and 
pass through the load manager (workflow manager) (page 5, [0084 J). 

26. As to claim 6, Campbell teaches wherein the load manager comprises a commercially 
available middleware product (page 15, [0208]). 

27. As to claim 7, Campbell teaches wherein the certified messaging capability is performed 
by a certified message receiver forming part of the workflow (page 1, [0004], page 5, [0084]). 
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28. As to claim 8, Maffeis teaches sending a notifications with the certified message 
capability to the execution-requesting client (page 16, bullet points 2 and 3). The prior art 
references are silent that a notification is made when the second workflow engine completes the 
workflow or recovers from the failed state. Firstly, this claim contradicts claim 1 in that it states 
that a notification is made only if a workflow is successfully completed by a first workflow 
engine. Claim 8 is stating that a notification can be made upon successfully completed by a 
second workflow engine . Nevertheless, when there is a recovery being made from a failed state, 
it would be obvious to have an update or notification so that it is known that the workflow is no 
longer in a failed state anymore. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide the 
predicted result of accurately keeping track of the state of the workflow. 

29. As to claims 12-16, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejections of 
claims 4-8, respectively. 

30. As to claims 19-21, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of 
claims 4, 7, and 8, respectively. 

31. As to claims 24-26, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of 
claims 4, 7, and 8, respectively. 



32. 



claims 



As to claims 29-31, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of 
4, 7, and 8, respectively. 
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33. As to claims 34-36, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of 
claims 4, 7 and 8, respectively. 



Response to Arguments 

34. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but are moot in view of the new 
grounds of rejections. 

35. Applicant stressed the limitation of "successfully completed" and that the prior art 
references didn V disclose or suggest this limitation (page 10 of the Remarks). 

36. Newly added reference Kitagawa teaches queuing of workflows and sending a 
notification to the requesting client such as a "normal completion notice" when the workflow is 
successfully completed (col. 8, lines 43-53). It is clear that Kitagawa's "normal completion" 
relates to the Applicant's successful completion while Kitagawa's "abnormal completion" relates 
to the Applicant's unsuccessful completion of the workflow. 

37. Applicant argues on page 10 of the Remarks that a notification is sent to the execution- 
requesting client only if a workflow is successfully completed by a first workflow engine . 

However, the newly amended claim language creates problems to the claims. Claim 1, 
line 8 states a work assignment message that could be interpreted to be a notification. In 
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addition, dependent claim 8 states that a notification is sent to the execution-requesting client if 
the workflow is completed by the second workflow engine , which contradicts claim 1 in that 
only a notification can be sent if successfully completed. by the first workflow engine . The 
Examiner is confused in regards to the scope of the claims. Nevertheless, the Examiner 
introduces Hayashi that teaches a workflow system such that if a task is a failure or not 
completely successful, it is then put in a failure state, and another executing means is assigned to 
recover the task from the failure state (see claim 1). This is all done without sending a 
notification message. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenneth Tang whose telephone number is (571) 272-3772. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM - 6:00PM, Every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




